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Abstract 
 
This thesis presents the study of cultural policy and its value for achieving the EU 2020 goals. 
The research question is twofold: can cultural policy provide a useful addition to strict 
economic policy? And is cultural policy valuable for achieving the EU 2020 targets? 
Underlying the research question is the assumption that cultural policy is marginalized in the 
EU policy domain and underestimated in what it is able to achieve. The methodology consists 
of document analysis and semi-structured interviews. Document analysis is conducted on EU, 
national and civil society level, accompanied by academic literature. 
The outcome of this study is that cultural policy is actually a very useful addition to narrow 
economic policy because it is vital to creative thinking and general wellbeing. With regard to 
the value of culture in achieving the EU 2020 targets, it is clear that creativity, innovation, and 
social inclusion lie at the basis of successfully achieving the smart, sustainable and inclusive 
targets. The use of cultural policy in achieving the EU 2020 targets can thus be considered 
highly valuable.  
Another outcome of this study is the need to apply a more holistic approach to EU policy 
objectives. The central objective of the EU should be the wellbeing of its citizens, not narrow 
economic growth. This also includes further integration of cultural policy within the EU.  
Suggestions for future research are better integration through the OMC, maybe even with 
introducing country-specific recommendation in cultural policy. Further research should be 
done on how to increase the financial funds for the Creative Europe programme, the cultural 
and creative spillover effects and inclusion of civil society in the cultural field.  
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1. Introduction 
 
In a striking news item on the radio, the usefulness of art and design in urgent global issues is 
discussed. Through the innovative building of sustainable housing and sanitary, the 
circumstances of refugees at the Mediterranean borders could be improved radically (Laken: 
what design can do, 2015). This provides us with a practical example of the aim of this thesis 
and its relevance. This study is dedicated to demonstrating how the use of cultural means can 
actually make a difference in the challenges the European Union (EU) faces today and in the 
future. It is clear that creativity can play a crucial role as a force for change and create 
innovative and sustainable solutions. But in order to use the full potential of culture, its 
abilities have to be recognized. 
 The European Union itself originated from a society distressed by war. In order to solve the 
problem of war then, the means to execute war were restrained by mutual agreements of the 
battling nation states. The European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) was born, and the 
mutual end goal of peace was reached through the restraints of the ingredients of war, coal 
and steel. Here the economic means were sufficient to reach the goal, of a peaceful European 
community. However, the world has changed significantly since the ECSC was born in 1951. 
As the threat of war has diminished on the European continent other dangers, in the economic 
and social spheres, are equally dangerous in threatening a peaceful and stable Europe. To 
solve these issues the EU still relies on economic governance. Only the current economic 
crisis and the refugee crisis painfully point out that the economic means used in the past, do 
not meet the end goal of a peaceful and stable Europe anymore.  
Furthermore, when looking at current attitudes towards the EU, like the UK’s EU Referendum 
and the issue of a democratic deficit, it is clear that hard economic evidence is not enough in 
properly legitimizing the EU’s actions. Emotions, feelings and image are increasingly 
important factors in legitimizing the EU’s actions and a successful implementation of policies. 
There is a need for more than strict economic policies to make the EU live up to its potential 
as a peacekeeper again, and this is where culture steps in. In this thesis, I want to point out the 
marginalized status of the cultural policy in the EU policy domain and adhere to the idea of a 
more holistic and cross-sectoral approach to policy issues. By means of a more practical 
application of this idea, the value of including cultural policy as an integral part of EU policy 
is tested with the EU 2020 strategy.  
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The research question is thus twofold: can cultural policy provide a useful addition to strict 
economic policy? And is cultural policy valuable in achieving the EU 2020 goals?  
 
To answer these questions, the thesis is set up as follows. Chapter two is dedicated to 
exploring the value of culture and the concept of soft power in a more general way, as they 
are very influential to the idea upon which this thesis is constructed. Moreover, a definition of 
cultural policy is given. Thirdly, the research design is set out. In this section the methodology 
of this study is explained and scrutinized. The strengths and weaknesses of document analysis 
and interviewing are discussed, as well as the selection of sources. In chapter four the EU 
policy sphere is explored by setting out the development of the EU cultural programmes, 
including the legal basis and the policy making process. Also, the subsidiarity principle and 
the notion of cultural diversity are discussed, as some of the sensitive issues concerning 
cultural policy. These are important in giving us insight into the obstacles that cultural policy 
faces when looking for further incorporation into EU-wide policies. In chapter 5 the EU 2020 
targets are discussed, as they represent the future of EU policy and are a test case for the value 
of incorporating more cultural policy. The Open Method of Coordination (OMC) is also 
discussed here, as it is the central governance mechanism of the EU 2020 strategy. The 
effectiveness of this method and its application to the cultural policy field is explored, and the 
spillover effect is briefly addressed. The current cultural policy programme, Creative Europe, 
is discussed in this chapter as well. By putting the cultural programme and the EU 2020 
strategy together, the areas in which cultural policy can adhere to the EU 2020 targets are 
identified. These possible points of reinforcements will be elaborated on in the final chapter, 
where the analysis on the value of cultural policy in contributing to achieving the EU 2020 
targets is laid out. In chapter 6 the twofold research question is answered. First by explaining 
the marginalizing of cultural policy and its underestimated strengths. Secondly, with 
addressing the smart, sustainable and inclusive goals set out by the EU 2020 strategy, 
suggestions are made on how to include cultural policy on a broader level. Also, the economic 
governance system is scrutinized and a plea for a more holistic approach in policy means and 
objectives is put forward. Finally, future suggestions for research are given. 
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2. Understanding Culture in the EU 
 
"If we were to start all over again, we would start with culture," is the alleged saying of the 
EU’s founding father Jean-Claude Monnet (Shore, 2006; 8). Whether this statement is true is 
not important here. The fact that EU policy elites still regularly use this quote to support their 
argument for a stronger European cultural policy shows its significance (Ibid.). It indicates 
that there is an understanding of culture as being a binding and uniting factor, a basis for 
societies to prosper on, the kind of base that seems to be lacking in the European community 
today. That being said, the EU did not start with culture. Preserving economic goods and 
therefore creating peace between the Member States was the ground on which the current 
union was built. As mentioned in the introduction, the economic approach to creating a 
peaceful Europe is not achieving this end anymore. Within the academic debate there is also 
critique on the narrow neoliberal economic policies the EU is based on (Anderson 2007; 
Shoore 2006), which gives us a reason to focus on other areas and to expand EU cultural 
policy. So taking the alleged saying of Monnet into account, why not explore cultural means 
as an instrument for a peaceful future of the EU, given the challenges it faces today.  
Before arguing why culture is necessary in EU policy, especially with regard to achieving the 
2020 goals, we need to look at what has led up to the current situation. This chapter is 
dedicated to demonstrating how the focus on economic means affected the understanding and 
perception of culture in the EU. Here particular attention is paid to the valuation of culture, 
and the notion of soft power as they are important underlying issues in cultural policy. 
Finally, the definition of cultural policy for the purpose of this study will be set out.  
2.2 The Value of Culture 
 
Since the EU is built on economic agreements, this remains the central point in legitimizing 
the existence of the EU till today. This focus on the economic purpose of EU policies has 
placed the cultural policy domain in a marginal position, as it sits outside the mainstream of 
heavyweight economic and political debates (Howson & Dubber 2014; 14). This focus on 
economic purpose also has a wider effect on society as a whole and its citizens as it influences 
our valuation of non-economic aspects of society. The broader effect can be defined as the 
economisation of society and is described as ‘’the increasing role financial markets play in 
society’’ or that the ‘’concept of economy has effects on the reality of daily life’’ (Boni, 
2015). This statement is important because it shows that we increasingly perceive other 
aspects of society, like social or cultural, in a more economical way and thus value them 
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accordingly. In other words, something is valuable when it has economic worth or gain, and 
this is important to keep in mind when looking at the current EU cultural policy.  
With this idea in mind, there were some interesting observations made during this study. For 
instance, when attending a conference on the Creative Europe Programme, the central 
debating questions were about ‘’how to make artists more financially independent’’ and 
‘’how to constitute job growth in the cultural sector’’.1 These questions indicate the 
importance of the economic purpose of cultural policy. DutchCulture, which is the strategic 
advice agency for international cultural cooperation and the advisory centre for European 
cultural subsidies, commissioned by the Ministry of Education, Culture, and Science; the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the European Commission (DutchCulture, 2015), reinforced 
the importance of the economic dimension as well. In an interview with a DutchCulture 
official, it was made clear that their main task at the moment lies in the economic sphere. 
Their biggest challenge at the moment is to find new ways for the cultural sector to cooperate 
with banks, in order to get easier access to loans and investment funds.2 In response to this, I 
asked about the attention given to cultural policy in achieving EU 2020 goals, like social 
cohesion and addressing cultural diversity, as these goals lie more in the sphere of cultural 
policy and cannot be reached through economic policy alone. The respondent agreed with my 
concerns on this, but had to conclude these were not central points in the EU Cultural 
Programme at that stage; they were perceived more in terms of welcomed side effects.3  
These two examples adhere to the idea that culture is, for a large part, valued on its economic 
effect. Understandable, since the government funds for cultural action are being cut year by 
year and the cultural sector simply has to become more financially independent to maintain 
their work in the first place.  
Economic growth in the cultural sector produces more creative jobs and creative thinkers, 
which is in itself a very important contribution to society and helps to legitimize the use of 
cultural means in general. But the economic dimension is now so prevalent that it could 
distract from the creative process of artists and the cultural worth of artifacts and therefore 
diminishes the soft power of culture. Recently, the Dutch scientific council on government 
policy (WRR), which is the leading advisory body of the government, also pleaded for a re-
evaluation of culture. They stated that artifacts should be valued on their cultural worth and 
                                                          
1 Conference by DutchCulture and the Creative Europe Desk NL on Audience development (25 September 
2014) 
2 Interview (unstructured) with intermediate level official at DutchCulture (22 August 2014).  
3 Ibid.  
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should not be distracted with social- and economic goals (WRR, 2015). I agree with the fact 
that culture should regain a certain ‘status’ in what it is able to do, without it necessarily 
having an economic or social effect, but how do you establish worth without a reference to 
society? This argument is based on the assumption that worth can be evaluated without 
reference to society or economy, which is in and of itself, deeply problematic. However, this 
plea is important in reminding us that the power of culture in general should be strengthened. 
Only through a strong cultural sector and a renewed appreciation for culture by society, 
culture has the space to work its soft power and achieve public community goals. The Dutch 
Minister of Education, Culture and Sciences, also acknowledges that the power of culture has 
to be reinforced. In the policy plan for culture 2017-2020, Minister Bussemaker states that the 
societal value of culture, cultural education and international cultural policy, are the central 
points towards which cultural policy should develop (2015; 3). The focus on the societal value 
of culture and an international cultural policy are certainly in line with the arguments 
provided in this study.  
Cultural value should not just be perceived in an economic dimension, but by means of what 
creativity can bring. Think about the ability to create new perspectives, increased social 
mobility and improved quality of life; these provide for a ‘’powerful currency in human 
relations’’ (Howson & Dubber 2014; 16). In this, there is a plea for the awareness of the 
power and value of culture on a European level as well, and a restructuring of the financial 
funds accordingly. Deploying economic means to cultural ends and not just vice-versa is 
important in creating reciprocity between the cultural and the economic dimensions and 
reinforcing cultural power. With power comes the ability to reach objectives. When looking at 
the ability of cultural power, the concept of soft power has to be addressed as it demonstrates 
how culture works in reaching its objectives. Demonstrating the soft power of culture also 
gives a basis of understanding of how culture can work on achieving public community goals, 
like EU 2020.  
2.3 Soft Power 
 
Power is the ability to influence others to get them to do what you want, and there are 
basically three ways to do this: violence, payment or attraction (Nye 2004; 2). The third 
dimension of power, attraction, is the obvious soft power in this lineup. The definition of soft 
power, as Nye (2004) states is ‘’an entity’s ability to reach its objectives depending on 
attraction rather than coercion; it arises from the entity’s cultural values, political principles, 
and internal and external policies, which can render the entity and its objectives legitimate and 
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inspirational or unattractive and repulsive to third parties, instigating or impeding 
cooperation’’ (cited in Kouri 2014; 220). From this definition the importance of cultural 
values stand out, as one area through which the EU could enhance its attractiveness and 
therefore its power. This cultural element in itself can be described as ‘’cultural diplomacy’’ 
which is defined as ‘’the exchange of ideas, information, values, systems, traditions, beliefs, 
and other aspects of culture, with the intention of fostering mutual understanding" (Tuomioja 
2009; 2). Accordingly, cultural diplomacy and soft power share a lot of the same objectives 
and requirements. As Kouri (2014; 221) states ‘’they […soft power and cultural diplomacy…] 
endeavour to augment and promote the entity’s prestige and power by creating, disseminating, 
and perpetuating positive perceptions in order to reap various benefits; and they all begin with 
the definition of values, upon which objectives and policies are subsequently developed.‘’ 
Culture is thus a vital element of soft power, which is in itself a reason why cultural policy 
should have more attention in policy-making processes and academic debate. 
 
The use of the concept of soft power in EU studies is generally applied to the field of foreign 
relations. Exemplary is Robert Kagan’s (2003) description of the ‘’Americans from Mars’’ 
and the ‘’Europeans from Venus’’, where Europe is obviously referred to as the soft power in 
contrary to the United States that represent the hard power. In general, America is portrayed 
as relying on its military power to solve global conflicts, whereas Europe relies on its cultural 
values and attractiveness. It is important for Europe to retain its status as an attractive entity, 
not only with regard to foreign relations but also as a way of legitimizing its actions. The 
ability to attract others depends mainly on the legitimacy of EU policies and the values that 
underlie them (Nye 2004; Tuomioja 2009). The soft power of the EU seems to be crumbling 
down in the last decades, looking at the concerns of the democratic deficit and rise of 
nationalism throughout Europe. Also, striking is the UK’s choice to leave the EU, showing 
that the EU obviously failed in its attractiveness towards the UK. With cultural policy, there is 
a means to reinforce Europe’s soft power again. Through attraction, culture can provide an 
intrinsic stimulation contrary to the external stimulus of violence and money, so that people 
are prone to work towards a certain goal because they believe it is the right thing do to. 
  
The works and outcomes of culture cannot be counted or valued as economic gain can, but 
that does not mean it is less strong. As an example of what soft power can achieve, Nye 
(2004) points out that the EU is more effective in the battle against terrorism, for instance, 
through soft power than the US is by using hard military force. The EU can attract people 
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with the prospect of a free, democratic and open society while the violence of the US only 
confirms the idea of ‘’them vs. us’’ which leads to further exclusion and segregation in 
society. This example shows how soft power and culture can work on actual urgent issues, by 
conveying new attractive ideas that constitute to more cooperation and creating a basis for 
solving these matters.  
There is, however, still something to be mentioned about the effectiveness of soft power and 
the cultural values it conveys. In order to be effective, the views and interests of others (as in 
the ones you are trying to attract) have to be included. Nye (2004; 3) confirms this in saying 
that when we learn to implement policies while involving the views and interests of others, 
we are far more likely to be seen as legitimate and to attract. This statement is important in 
demonstrating that the lack of attractiveness of the EU, is to a large part due to not including 
the views and interest of others sufficiently. This is clear with regard to the UK, but perhaps 
more important when looking at the refugee crisis and the non-EU states the EU has to 
cooperate with in order to create a sustainable solution. Involving the views and interests of 
others is a challenge in current EU policy, especially with non-EU states/citizens, but could be 
a step in the right direction.  
Having discussed the notions of the value and power of culture, an important basis for the rest 
of this study is set out. Following is the discussion on a definition for cultural policy. Before 
setting out the research design of this study, it is important to have an understanding of how 
cultural policy is used in this study and what it entails. Therefore, the definition of cultural 
policy is set out next. 
2.4 Defining Cultural Policy 
This chapter will be concluded with a definition of cultural policy that lays the basis upon 
which the thesis will build. This research revolves around the notion of ‘’cultural policy’’, as 
is stated in the title, but this in itself is already an ambiguous term in EU vocabulary. Langen 
(2010; 29) states that there is no universally accepted definition of EU cultural policy, which 
can be agreed upon since there seems to be no general definition used in communications 
from the Commission. However, what we can do is finding a practical definition that fits the 
purpose of this research. A practical policy-oriented definition comes from Schuster (2003; 1) 
in stating that ‘’cultural policy can be most usefully considered as the sum of a government’s 
activities with respect to the arts (including the profitable cultural industries), the humanities, 
and the heritage” (Cited in Mulcahy 2006; 320). The reference to culture as ‘’arts’’ is 
typically used in political discourse (Mulcahy 2006; 320), which often include the humanities 
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as well.  
This definition, however, is too narrow for the expansion of cultural policy as is argued in this 
thesis. Arts, humanities, and heritage, can be seen as the material and scientifical output of 
culture but do not encompass the wide range of what culture means to the human behaviour 
and identity. When exploring the notion of soft power and cultural diplomacy above, the 
importance of cultural values stood out. This dimension of cultural policy is vital to this study 
and, therefore, should reflect in the definition of cultural policy used. When looking at a more 
encompassing definition, there is the anthropological field of research with definitions as 
‘’culture is the human-made part of the environment’’ (Herskovits, 1955). Or in more detail: 
‘’culture refers to characteristic patterns of attitudes, values, beliefs, and other symbolic or 
meaningful systems as factors in the shaping of human behaviour, and the artifacts produced 
by members of a society or population’’ (Hofstede, 1980; Eliot, 2010; Triandis 1972). The 
latter definition is very broad but entails all the purposes culture can have, not just narrowed 
down to arts, humanities, and heritage. 
For the purpose of this study, the notion of culture has to be viewed as how it is subjected to 
the EU policy programmes. With the policy objectives in mind, the notion of culture must be 
perceived as being a part of the broader definition of culture as mentioned above, but 
narrowed down to the type of culture that fits the purposes of the EU’s policies. To 
demonstrate some of the objectives that cultural policy can have, let us look at the policy 
goals of some of the main sources in this study. The Commission, for instance, has set out the 
goal of promoting cultural diversity and intercultural dialogue between European Countries 
(Eurpean Commission, 2016; Creative Europe). The understanding of culture by the ECF is 
defined as spreading ‘’European’’ cultural values like democracy and freedom of speech.4 
Both of these objectives show that the definition of culture is wider than just arts, but is also 
about identity, human behaviour and again notes the importance of values. The specific 
definition of culture as used in cultural policy is thus fluid and changes according to the 
policy’s purpose. 
When looking at the definitions of ‘’policy’’ we see that the pursuit of goals is central as well 
and that ‘’it is essential for a policy that there is a goal objective or purpose’’ (Colebatch 
2002; 49). Also, ‘’however vague particular policy goals may be, what matters is that policy 
is not the result of random actions on the EU’s behalf, but is constituted of purposive or goal-
oriented actions’’(Anderson’s 1975; 3). So as demonstrated above, cultural policy is defined 
                                                          
4 Interview (semi-structured) with intermediate level official of the European Cultural Foundation (16 July 
2015). 
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by its purpose. Or in other words, cultural policy is defined by what it is trying to achieve.  
 
One last pragmatic distinction can be made with regard to the kind of purpose cultural policy 
can pursue. There is a pragmatic distinction to be made between ‘’a wider cultural policy that 
includes actions taken in all other policy areas and a more narrowly defined culture policy, 
which covers the actions with a decidedly cultural purpose’’ (Langen 2010; 37). A very useful 
statement for this research as it gives more insight into the purpose of cultural policy. A 
decidedly cultural purpose refers to policy goals in the sphere of arts, humanities or heritage 
as in the definition of Mulcahy (Ibid.). This is a narrow definition as Langen (Ibid.) states and 
also a narrow view of what can be achieved with cultural policy. The wider purpose of the 
cultural policy, which includes actions taken in all other policy areas so outside the narrow 
cultural policy areas as stated above, is clearly important for this research. The aim of this 
research is to show that cultural policy can be used in other policy areas. Or stating more 
boldly, how it should be used and what it can achieve in other policy areas.  
Thus, the definition of cultural policy has to be understood its broadest sense, with regard to 
the notion of culture as well as the purpose of cultural policy. With putting the useful 
elements of the earlier mentioned definitions together, cultural policy can be defined as: ‘’ the 
sum of a government’s activities regarding values, beliefs, and other symbolic or meaningful 
systems, with specific outputs mainly in the field of the arts, humanities, and heritage. The 
purpose of cultural policy can be found in all policy areas’’ (Schuster 2003; Hofstede 1980; 
Eliot 2010; Triandis 1972; Langen 2010). Having discussed the definition of cultural policy 
and some substantive issues in understanding the position and work sphere of culture, it is 
now time to set out the research design. 
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3. Research Design 
 
This chapter aims to define the ‘’what’’ and the ‘’how’’ of my research. The objective of this 
study is to argue that cultural policy is valuable for achieving the European Union’s 2020 
targets: smart, sustainable, inclusive. After having set out some of the underlying issues as the 
value of culture and soft power, the argument will continue by narrowing the scope to EU 
policy. After this chapter, the development of EU cultural policy will be explained, including 
the struggles and sensitivities this subject comes across in the EU bureaucratic environment. 
After that the EU 2020 targets are described and what is being done to achieve them currently. 
The aim here to point out that cultural policy is underestimated in its ability to achieve public 
community goals next to the narrow economic policies the EU is using. To make this research 
more relevant and practical, the assumption of the value of cultural policy will be tested 
against EU’s 2020 goals. In the final chapter, the objective is to suggest ways in which 
cultural policy could contribute towards achieving the EU 2020 goals, as an addition to using 
strict economic policy. So far for setting out the structure of the coming chapters, this chapter 
will elaborate on how the research is conducted. The methodology of this research, with the 
methods of interviewing and document analysis, are explained and scrutinized.  
3.1 Methodology: Document analysis & Interviews 
 
The methodology in this thesis had to serve a twofold purpose. Firstly, to analyse EU cultural 
policy, how it developed and with what underlying ideas. Secondly, to demonstrate that 
cultural policy is underestimated in its use in general and that it can be used in achieving the 
EU 2020 targets specifically. To achieve this a qualitative research method is used, with 
document analysis as the main method. Document analysis can be defined as a systematic 
procedure for reviewing or evaluating documents, both printed and electronic (Bowen 2009; 
27). Document analysis, like other methods in qualitative research, requires that data is 
examined and interpreted in order to elicit meaning, gain understanding, and develop 
empirical knowledge (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; see also Rapley, 2007 (cited in Bowen 2009; 
27)). When conducting a qualitative research like this one, there is always the challenge of 
remaining objective as much as possible. The meaning of objectivity in this context can be 
understood through the concepts of reliability and validity. Following Kirk & Miller (1986; 
20), objectivity can be divided into these two components. Reliability is defined as ‘’the 
extent to which a measurement procedure yields the same answer however and whenever it is 
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carried out’’ (Ibid.). The definition of validity reads ‘’ the extent to which a measurement 
gives the correct answer’’ (Ibid.).  
As to the first case of reliability, there are arguments to be made for the replicability of this 
research however and whenever it is carried out. The main argument for this lies in the fact 
that it is a document analysis. The documents used are in the public domain and available to 
anyone without the author's permission. The documents cover a substantial period of time and 
many events in different settings. And importantly, documents are ‘unobtrusive’ and ‘non-
reactive’ that is, they are unaffected by the research process (Bowen 2009; 31). When 
comparing this to observation, for instance, the subject can act differently when knowing they 
are observed or play a certain role. Documents, on the other hand, are stable, the 
investigator’s presence does not alter what is being studied (Ibid.). So documents are suitable 
for repeated reviews in different times and places and therefore can be considered reliable. 
Validity is a bit harder to argue for, as it requires the ‘correct’ answer of a measurement. What 
is correct is of course highly dependable on the interpretation of the investigator. Especially, 
when trying to convince others of your results, it is apparent that you would present the 
sources in a way that looks most beneficial to the outcomes you are trying to demonstrate. As 
Kirk & Miller also make apparent ‘’no experiment can be perfectly controlled and no 
measuring instrument can be perfectly calibrated. All measurement, therefore, is to some 
degree suspect’’ (1986; 23).  
Whether this is a real problem depends mostly on the type of research and what it set out to 
achieve. When a research has the form of a plea, as is in this case, some element of 
subjectivity is not very problematic as long as the sources are traceable and there is room for 
discussion. It is, however, something to keep in mind when reading any type of research.  
As for this study, it is clear that I am pleading for a certain point of view. In trying to point out 
that cultural policy is marginalized in what it is able to achieve, next to prevalent economic 
and political domains, it is useful to put culture to the fore. Therefore, I am relying heavily on 
demonstrating the benefits and gains of cultural policy. This means the possible benefits of 
other policy areas are moved to the background. This is in itself a biased selection of sources, 
but as the aim is to bring the issue out of the margins, it can be deemed verified for the 
purpose of exposing a certain issue. Nevertheless, with the arguments presented in this study, 
I will try to remain objective and provide evidence from several sources.  
As a way of remaining the validity as much as possible, the document analysis had to be 
strengthened with another research method as a means of triangulation. Triangulation means 
‘’the combination of methodologies in the study of the same phenomenon’’ (Denzin 1970; 
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291). When qualitative research draws upon at least two sources it can corroborate findings 
across data sets ‘’and thus reduce the impact of potential biases that can exist in a single 
study’’ (Bowen 2009; 28). As the reduction of subjectivity, in the presented arguments, is 
very important in this research, the document analysis is combined with the method of 
interviewing. The semi-structured interviews conducted are used to test the findings from the 
document analysis. By using these different research methods, next to the academic literature, 
as a means of triangulating data, the attempt is made to provide ‘a confluence of evidence that 
breeds credibility’, as Eisner (1991; 10) states.  
3.2 Applying the research methods 
 
The documents that are used in this research can be divided into three categories: European, 
national and civil society. With this the validity of the research was tried to be upheld, as 
mentioned above, but more important the viability of the idea of using cultural policy on an 
integral level is tested on three different levels. The main source is the EU as it is the starting 
point of this thesis and the largest legislative body. But laws cannot be implemented 
successfully without support from the national level and civil society, so documents of these 
levels are included as well. The variety of documents goes much further than just policy 
documents. Think about agendas, minutes of meetings; manuals; background papers; books 
and brochures; diaries and journals; event programs; newspapers (clippings/articles); press 
releases; program proposals, application forms, and summaries; radio and television program 
scripts; organisational or institutional reports; survey data; and various public records (Bowen 
2009; 28). Analysing this broad array of documents from several sources provides a good 
basis to elicit meaning and gain understanding. How the sources for this analysis were 
selected will be discussed in the last section of this chapter. 
First, the research method of interviewing is discussed. The interviews at the earliest stages 
(Municipality of The Hague and DutchCulture) were conducted in an unstructured way. Here 
the purpose was to gain a general understanding of how cultural policy works and what its 
objectives are. The outcomes of these interviews helped in constructing the research question 
of this study, and also formed the interviews at a later stage in a semi-structured way. A semi-
structured interview means that the interview is based upon a set of certain questions, not 
strictly to answer, but used as entrance points for more information. This provided me with 
the freedom to move to other topics that seemed more interesting to the research as they were 
mentioned by the interviewee. With this method, the interviewee is expected to enclose more 
information than through a closed-question interview (Baumgartner et al. 2009; 272), which 
13 
 
was of great importance to me. Also, important for this interview strategy is that it has open-
ended questions on which the interviewee can elaborate. This interview strategy proved very 
useful for this thesis because it constituted in many new insights, and helped the interviewees 
in opening up and thinking outside of the box on certain the topics. In order to ensure that the 
interviewees could speak freely, their anonymity was upheld. As the interviews became more 
structured, they were useful sources in testing the statements of this research made with 
conducting document analysis (the questions used in this later stage can be found in Appendix 
II). But it should be said, the interviews play a secondary role to the document analysis and 
the academic literature.  
3.3 Selection of sources 
 
The selection of sources is discussed on the three different levels mentioned earlier, European, 
national and civil society. Aside from the academic literature, the documents from EU 
institutions provided me with the biggest source. As the Commission is the institution with 
the power of initiative on legislation, it provided me with a large source on the development 
of EU cultural policy, the current Creative Europe Programme and the EU 2020 targets 
(several communications from the period 1987-2016 and information from European 
Commission websites). Also, their public consultations in the earlier stages of the legislative 
procedure of the EU 2020 strategy proved to be useful. With the OMC as the main 
governance method in EU 2020, the leading Work Plan for Culture (2015 - 2018) of the 
Council was included. Also, the Councils conclusions from the different OMC workgroups 
regarding cultural policy that lead up to the Work Plan for Culture (2015 - 2018) from the 
Council were used. By means of an integral approach, these conclusions proved useful in 
demonstrating further integration of cultural policy into the goals and flagship initiatives of 
EU 2020, as they presented most of the same objectives. The Commission on its turn issued a 
report on the implementation and relevance of the Work Plan for Culture 2011-2014, which 
was included for upholding the objectivity and addressing points of improvement. In terms of 
scrutinizing the Commission, several documents initiated by the European Parliament (EP) 
were included. Some of the Treaty Articles were used to establish legal basis and 
competences. Also the European research bureaus Eurostat and Eurobarometer where helpful 
with data on European Cultural values and the EU 2020 strategy. Furthermore, the views of 
the Council of Europe on this topic were included to give international relevance. Especially 
useful was the chart on the valued socio-economic effects of culture (Appendix III), in 
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considering the wide variety of areas where culture can play a significant role. 
Before discussing the national level, there are some institutions that operate on a national 
level but are (partly)funded by the Commission, like DutchCulture. They intend to create a 
bridge between the EU and the Member States and are familiar with both sides of the 
spectrum. As they are also close to the artists applying for EU funds, they provide a good 
image on the strengths and weaknesses of EU policy. Part of their job is to organise 
information meetings and conferences to make the public aware of the Creative Europe 
Programme. The information meeting and conference I attended, presented me with a useful 
source on the current issues in the cultural field and how the Commission is portraying its 
policy to the Member States. Surely, these also proved to be great networking opportunities, 
which landed me the interviews for this study. 
On a Member State level (taking The Netherlands as an example) mostly policy documents 
from the Dutch government are used and a report by the Dutch Scientific Council on 
Government Policy (WRR). The report from the Ministry of Education, Culture and Sciences, 
on cultural policy 2017-2020, was very useful and provided salience of the topic in news 
items. The WRR report portrayed a divergent line of argumentation. Documents from the 
Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment provided an example of how arts and design 
can provide actual solutions on sustainable energy. The inclusion of Dutch government 
documents was useful in understanding how European guidelines are translated into national 
legislation and how they can reinforce each other. Including the NGO and civil society level 
was the final step. The interview at the Dutch Parliament led me to contact the European 
Cultural Foundation (ECF). The Interview with ECF was very useful in demonstrating 
alternatives ways to incorporate culture into the EU 2020 goals. They also provided me with 
the public consultation on the EU 2020 Strategy (European Commission, 2014), with 
questions answered by the ECF. Furthermore, it led me to several initiatives of cooperative 
Arts Councils, cultural institutions, charities and cultural agencies that all advocated the 
holistic approach of cultural policies and objectives. They also provided many of the practical 
examples that prove what culture can achieve. 
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4. Development of Cultural Policy in the EU 
 
In this chapter the development of cultural policy in the EU is discussed. Attention is paid to 
the legal basis, the development of the cultural programmes of the EU and the policy making 
process. The difficulties and sensitivities that cultural policy faces in the institutional context 
of the EU are discussed as well. This provides a full understanding of how the current policy 
is constructed and the role cultural policy has within the broader EU policy domain. 
Furthermore, it provides the context for how cultural policy can be used in achieving the EU 
2020 goals. From this, similarities or clear gaps with other policy areas can be identified 
which can provide us with evidence for the use of cultural policy.  
At the beginning of the European Community in the early 1950s, culture was not formally on 
the agenda. It took over twenty years, until the 1970s, before the first initiatives on culture in 
the European Community were put on the table (Barnett 2001; 9). These first actions on 
cultural policy had to be justified through economic objectives, which resulted in investments 
in culture through regional funds that were part of wider urban regeneration programmes 
(Ibid.). The rise of an agenda for a ‘’People’s Europe’’ in the mid-1980s, was the first real 
impetus towards EU cultural policy. The People’s Europe agenda came in effect to counter 
the rising concern about the democratic deficit, the notion that the governance of the 
European Union lacks democratic legitimacy. Policy makers then identified culture as an 
instrument to instil a strong sense of ‘’European-ness’’ into the Member States’ citizens 
(Barnett 2001; 9). The discussion on the democratic deficit is still a significant issue in the EU 
today, probably even more urgent than thirty years ago considering, for instance, the Euro 
crisis and the UK’s EU referendum. Considering that even then culture was ascribed to have a 
uniting factor, by instilling a sense of European-ness, provides us with evidence on the 
necessity of cultural policy for the EU’s future challenge. The Commission’s framework 
programme for cultural action 1988-1992 ‘’A fresh boost for culture in the European 
Community (1987)’’ also reinforces the capacity of culture in social and economic policy 
areas by stating that: ‘’ the Commission is convinced that increased cultural activity is now a 
political as well as a social and economic necessity, given the twin goals of completing the 
internal market by 1992 and progressing from a People's Europe to the European Union.’’ 
(European Commission 1987; 1). This really put cultural policy on the EU’s agenda and 
eventually led to a legal basis for the purpose of cultural policy in the EU within the Treaty on 
the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). 
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4.1 The Legal Basis: Art. 167 TFEU 
 
By the end of the 1980s, the attention towards culture was expanding as the Council 
established a separate Committee on Cultural Affairs (CAC) in 1988 (Langen 2010; 75). The 
committee’s task was to prepare the meeting on culture for the Council by evaluating all 
proposals relating to cultural cooperation and consisted of representatives from the Member 
States and the Commission (Ibid.). In 1992 the Commission set up a Committee of Cultural 
Consultants as an informal group of experts to discuss cultural issues (Langen 2010; 75). 
Through these developments, it was possible to create a more structured approach in cultural 
action by the EU (ibid.). As a result, the Maastricht Treaty (1992) provided a legal 
competence for EU action in the cultural field (Article 128; Article 151; now Article 167 
TFEU, see Appendix I).5 Although the Treaty has more references to Culture, only Article 
167 TFEU sets out the purpose of EU cultural policy, in stating that ‘’The Union shall 
contribute to the flowering of the cultures of the Member States while respecting their 
national and regional diversity and at the same time bringing the common cultural heritage to 
the fore.’’ 
This Article is significant because it establishes the current framework and the principles 
concerning cultural policy, including decision-making procedures (Nogueira, A.M. & Prutsch, 
M, 2015). The content is provided with references to other legislative sources. The preamble 
to the Treaty on the European Union (TEU) explicitly refers to ‘’drawing inspiration from the 
cultural, religious and humanist inheritance of Europe’’ (Ibid.) Article 3 of the TEU states that 
the EU is to ‘’respect its rich cultural and linguistic diversity, and ensure that Europe’s 
cultural heritage is safeguarded and enhanced’’. Other legal references on culture can be 
found in Article 13 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union, stating that: 
‘’the arts and scientific research shall be free of constraint’’ and Article 22 of the same 
Charter which requires that ‘’the EU shall respect cultural, religious and linguistic diversity’’. 
 With regard to the decision-making process on cultural matters, the Treaty of Lisbon 
introduced an important innovation. Decision-making in the Council on cultural matters has 
since then been decided on the basis of qualified majority voting (QMV), as opposed to the 
former unanimity requirement (Nogueira & Prutsch, 2015). Before, every representative of a 
                                                          
5 This Article first drawn up in the Maastricht Treaty, remained the same in the following Treaties of Amsterdam 
(1999) and Nice (2002). Only in the current Lisbon Treaty (2009) a minor adjustment was made in paragraph 
four, by adding the phrase ‘’in particular in order to respect and to promote the diversity of its culture’’(for the 
full current article see Appendix I). 
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Member State in the Council had the right to veto a proposal. Now a qualified majority is 
enough to pass the vote. Since 1 November 2014, a new procedure for QMV, the ‘double 
majority’ rule, was introduced. When the Council votes on a proposal by the Commission, a 
qualified majority is reached if: ‘’55 % of EU countries vote in favour (i.e. 16 out of 28) and 
if the proposal is supported by countries representing at least 65 % of the total EU 
population’’ (EUR-Lex, 2016). With regard to this research, it is important to know that QMV 
rule basically only applies to ‘’decisions concerning the format and scope of the funding 
programmes’’ (Nogueira & Prutsch, 2015). This is because there is no possibility of 
harmonisation of the legislation in the Member States on cultural policy. At the heart of this 
issue lies the subsidiary principle, which will also be discussed as one of the sensitivities of 
cultural policy (see paragraph 4.4.). It is thus vital to understand that this Article is as much 
about setting boundaries to the Commission as it is about rendering competencies. The 
competencies are still mostly restricted to the economic side of cultural policy, the funding 
programmes. The competencies that the EU has in this field are stated in Article 6 TFEU: 
‘’The Union shall have the competence to carry out actions to support, coordinate or 
supplement the actions of the Member States’’.  
4.2 The European Culture Programmes 
 
From 1996 onward, the next step in EU cultural policy was made by developing the so-called 
Culture Programmes. Three Cultural Programmes were introduced in 1996, Kaleidoscope for 
artists, Ariane for literature and Raphael for cultural heritage, but these were soon to be 
replaced by the Culture 2000 programme.  
The 2000 programme was intended to ‘’support cooperation between creative artists, cultural 
operators, private and public promoters, the activities of the cultural networks, and other 
partners as well as the cultural institutions of the Member States and of the other participant 
States’’ (Decision of the EP and Council No. 508/2000/EC, Article 1). The Culture 2000 
programme, initially from 2000-2004, was considered quite successful and was extended by 
two years until 2006 and still functions as the basis for the current Creative Europe 
programme. The success of this programme can be largely ascribed to the European Capitals 
of Culture (ECoCs) during this period. In a Commissions report (DG Internal Policies) on the 
short- and long-term effect of the ECoCs, several positive effects can be pointed out. The 
objectives that the capitals had when bidding for the ECoCs programme are that ‘’the ECoC 
acts as a ‘catalyst’ for change in other areas, such as tourism development; increased inward 
investment; supporting the growth of new industries; physical regeneration; social 
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engagement and enhanced pride in the city’’ (Garcia & Cox 2013; 11). In the outcomes of the 
report the benefits of the ECoCs programme in the area of an increase in tourism through, an 
improved image and more physical development stood out (Garcia & Cox 2013; 117). These 
are in itself successes of cultural policy, but it seems that the goals of social engagement and 
enhanced pride in the city where not so prevalent. The report even states an ‘’absence of real 
evidence [on the social effects] due to the costs of undertaking significant fieldwork’’ (Ibid.). 
This can be considered as a missed opportunity, as it is overlooking an important effect of 
cultural policy. Nevertheless, there are a few social effects mentioned in the report that is of 
interest for this research as well. These include the increase of audiences and even some 
evidence of diverse audiences’ cultural engagement (Ibid.). For some host cities it helped to 
increase ‘’pride in the city’’, it encouraged residents to feel proud of how their city is 
portrayed to the outside, but there were are also negative perceptions of some ECoCs from 
local communities (Ibid.). What these negative attitudes were, is not mentioned in the report, 
which can be considered another missed opportunity. In this there is a real problem to tackle, 
these people obviously feel excluded from this cultural initiative and feel it is not for their 
benefit. Here we have to look at ways to include them, in order to create a more inclusive 
society, and this is what needs to be addressed in the inclusive goal of EU 2020. This 
problem, that is also one of the sensitive issues of cultural policy, can be described as cultural 
diversity, in the sense that a certain cultural expression can be perceived very differently by 
diverse groups of citizens. This is something that will be discussed in the section on the 
sensitivity of cultural policy as well. For now, we will continue to discuss the chronological 
development of the EU cultural programmes. 
The following Culture Programme 2007-2013 built to promote: ‘’transnational mobility of 
cultural players, transnational circulation of artistic and cultural works and products and 
intercultural dialogue and exchanges’’ (EACEA, 2015). Interesting to see here is the 
mentioning of culture as a means to instil European citizenship again, ‘’the programme 
proposes funding opportunities with a view to encouraging the emergence of European 
citizenship’’ (EACEA, 2015). The management and execution of the Culture Programme 
2007-2013, and the current Creative Europe programme, is mostly handled by the Education, 
Audiovisual and Culture Agency Executive Agency (EACEA) under the supervision of its 
parent the Directorate-General for Education and Culture (DG EAC of the European 
Commission) (EACEA, 2015). These are also important with regard to the policy making 
process that in discussed in the next section. 
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The Commission’s communication on a European Agenda for Culture in a globalizing world 
(European Commission, 2007), is widely regarded as the first step towards a comprehensive 
EU approach, in the field of culture (Langen 2010; 41). This European Agenda also has a 
threefold objective: firstly the EU has to foster intercultural dialogue and promote cultural 
diversity, secondly the EU has to stimulate creativity within the framework of the Lisbon 
Strategy for growth and jobs, and thirdly culture has to become a vital element in the 
international relations of the EU (European Commission, 2007). The international component, 
as we have not seen before in EU policy objectives, is due to the UNESCO Convention on the 
Protection and Promotion of the diversity of Cultural Expressions of 2005. The main 
objective of this convention was to make culture an active element in international relations 
(Langen 2010; 41). The EU was represented by all Member States and supported the 
objective. Equally important is that the agenda for culture introduced a number of new 
working methods for cooperation (Langen 2010; 142). The Open Method Coordination is the 
most important one of these new working methods, as it is now the central governance 
mechanism for EU 2020. The OMC will be elaborated on in the next chapter on EU 2020. 
4.3 The Policy Making Process 
 
The next topic that needs to be discussed in this chapter is the legislative policy making 
process. All of the EU institutions have their own role in the legislative procedures. The 
policy making procedure starts with an initiative by the Commission on an action in the 
cultural field, mostly through the release of a communication or initiating a public 
consultation by the DG EAC. With the public input, the DG EAC drafts a first proposal for 
the EP and the Council. The EP and the Council have to adopt this proposal by co-decision. 
Before adaptation, the EP and the Council can make amendments to the proposal upon which 
it has to be adjusted by DG EAC. When adjusted DG EAC has to present the new proposal to 
the EP and the Council for the same procedure of adoption by co-decision, this can lead to 
second or third proposals. Decisions by the EP and the Council are prepared by certain 
committees. In the case of the EP there is the CULT committee, and with regard to the 
Council, it is the COREPER that does the preparation. Usually, the civil servants of these 
committees debate on the decisions and practical implementations of the legislative proposals 
and come to an agreement. If the proposal is approved by the EP and the Council, the policy 
will be implemented by DG EAC or its executive agency EACEA (Langen 2010; 48-52).  
Important to note here is that there are not a lot of proposals on cultural action put forward 
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due to the narrow interpretation of the subsidiarity principle in this field. This can be 
considered as a sensitive issue on EU cultural policy and will be discussed next. 
4.4 The sensitivities of EU Cultural Policy 
 
As cultural policy is becoming increasingly visible in EU discourse, so are the issues 
concerning this topic. Until recently it was not really accepted for EU officials to speak of 
anything sounding like policy in the cultural field (Langen 2010;41). Because policy often 
implies some type of rules and regulations, EU officials were very careful with applying it to 
the cultural field as it would seem like a threat to the sovereignty of the Member States and 
the subsidiarity principle as mentioned earlier. Only with the start of the European Cultural 
Programmes (first 2007-2013 and currently Creative Europe 2020), the term ‘’cultural 
policy’’ started to grow in the EU vocabulary. Before 2007, the Commission was even 
reluctant to refer to its actions in the cultural field as cultural policy (Ibid.), because of this 
possible threat to the subsidiarity principle.  
Culture has traditionally been the subject of national sovereignty, as the issue touches upon 
the core of the Member States. Culture is one of the few area’s that is specific and inborn to a 
country. It is also something that the Member States often fear to lose through the growing 
competence of the EU. Therefore they have not been willing to give up any competences in 
this field (Littoz-Monnet 2010; 2). And even since the Maastricht Treaty, any EU intervention 
in the cultural sphere must comply with a very strict definition of the subsidiarity principle. 
This means that ‘’the EU should take action only if and in so far as the objectives of the 
purposed action cannot be taken care of sufficiently by the Member States 
themselves’’(Littoz-Monnet 2010, Barnett 2001). 
Culture is part of the pride and heritage of a country and even the Member States within the 
EU have different perceptions of what culture means. When looking at a Eurobarometer 
survey on ‘’European Cultural Values’’ (2007), for instance, a large discrepancy in the 
perception of culture is demonstrated between the northern and the southern Member States. 
Scandinavia largely perceives culture as ‘’Arts’’, whereas the Southern Member States view 
culture more as ‘’Family, Upbringing and Education’’ (Eurobarometer 2007;6). This is only a 
geographical division, but when we look at the society of a Member State, there are also 
varying definitions of culture according to age, education and occupation (Eurobarometer 
2007; 7). Generally, the Eurobarometer research (2007) shows that those who have better 
education and better jobs are more likely to perceive culture as ‘arts,' meaning that they also 
engage in cultural activity. Increasing of age is also a factor for more cultural engagement, 
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youngsters perceive culture more in terms of social/cultural communities, traditions, and 
languages (Ibid.). This is one of the reasons why it is very difficult to achieve a general 
European-wide cultural policy that is meeting all expectations regarding the cultural diversity 
of the Member States. As it relates to the identity of a Member State, it is understandable that 
they are reluctant to give up any sovereignty in this field. As there are issues with the 
democratic deficit and Member are already afraid to lose their national identity the EU. 
 
Another issue that is at stake here is the concept of cultural diversity. Culture encompasses the 
way in which an individual perceives the world and processes information. It affects a 
person’s receptivity to education and the willingness to accept new information and 
incorporate it into one’s lifestyle (Council of Europe, 2014). With this in mind, we can see 
why cultural differences and cultural diversity is so important to understand. There is, of 
course, the notion of cultural diversity as stated in the Lisbon Treaty but this is only defining 
cultural diversity as the diversity between the EU Member States. It does not sufficiently 
address the issues concerning cultural diversity that take place outside of EU territory and 
within the society of the Member States. The cultural diversity within a Member State can be 
viewed as diversity in age, education and occupation, as described in the Eurobarometer 
research above, but there is also the notion of a citizens’ cultural background and ethnicity. As 
we see from current threats of terrorism and radicalisation of youngsters, a combination of 
certain cultural factors can constitute in possible radical ideas. The understanding of 
someone’s culture can help in understanding someone’s world view and willingness to accept 
new information and lifestyle. These factors are highly valuable in the fight against terrorism 
and the prevention of radicalisation. Also with regard to the current refugee crisis, paying 
attention to cultural diversity can help with integration and inclusion in the EU. Therefore, it 
is clear that paying attention to cultural diversity can have a significant effect on EU citizens 
and therefore the wellbeing of the EU as a whole.  
As this concept of cultural diversity was one of the starting points of this thesis, I spoke to two 
policy advisors at the Municipality of The Hague and at DutchCulture, about the attention that 
was given to diversity in cultural policy and how this was executed. But sadly the answers to 
this question ended in ‘’there is no particular attention towards cultural diversity ’’. In the new 
plan for cultural policy in the Netherlands 2017-2020, there is mentioning of cultural 
diversity. They recognize that the ethnic diversity of our population will continue to grow and 
that this has to be reflected in the cultural landscape. ‘’Artist with a culturally diverse 
background contribute to the renewal of what the cultural sector has to offer and connect the 
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Netherlands to a more global art market. Furthermore, it says that cultural institutions do not 
use the knowledge and experience of this group to attract their peers (Bussemaker 2015; 16). 
The Commission is recently started to reinforce this use of cultural policy as well, by starting 
a special call for proposals for the Creative Europe Programme. With this call the Creative 
Europe programme funds a budget of €1.6 million to support refugee integration projects in 
the coming two years (European Commission; Refugees, Migration and Intercultural 
Dialogue, 2016). This is a very important initiative in the light of this research, which we will 
get back to in the next chapter. Having now described the development and relevance of the 
EU Culture Programmes and the difficulties thereof, let us continue by looking towards the 
future with EU 2020. 
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5. EU 2020 strategy 
 
In this chapter the development of the EU 2020 strategy is discussed, specifically in relation 
to cultural policy. The central governance mechanism for EU 2020, the Open Method of 
Coordination (OMC) is discussed as is the spillover effect. Furthermore, the current and 
future EU cultural programme Creative Europe is addressed. By putting the Creative Europe 
programme and the EU 2020 strategy side by side, the connections and gaps between these 
policies can be identified. This helps in understanding where cultural policy can be 
implemented in the EU 2020 strategy and creates the basis for the analysis on the value 
cultural policy in achieving the 2020 goals.  
When the economic crisis hit in 2008, it became clear that increasing changes had to be made 
to make the EU’s economy future proof. As the Commission states in its communication 
(2010; 2) on the EU 2020 strategy: ‘’the crisis is a wake-up call, the moment where we 
recognise that "business as usual" would consign us to a gradual decline, to the second rank of 
the new global order. This is Europe's moment of truth. It is the time to be bold and 
ambitious.’’ The Commission shows that it is aware of the fact that their biggest challenge is 
not just to come out of the crisis but make Europe sustainable for the future, and that even 
before the crisis Europe was not progressing fast enough relative to the global situation. In 
order to make Europe future proof again the Commission introduced a growth strategy: EU 
2020. The strategy was launched in 2010, with the objective to be completed in 2020. To face 
the challenges of this changing world, ‘’we want the EU to become a smart, sustainable and 
inclusive economy’’ (European Commission, 2010; 2). These three dimensions are intended 
to help the Member States promote higher levels of employment, productivity, and social 
cohesion. A system of economic governance is set up to ensure that the EU 2020 strategy 
delivers (European Commission: EU 2020, 2016). In the context of the European Semester, 
the yearly cycle of coordinating EU policies regarding budget and economy, the Europe 2020 
strategy is implemented and monitored. The European Semester sets out annual commitments 
by the Member States and the country-specific recommendations prepared by the Commission 
and endorsed by the Council (European Commission: Public Consultation, 2014; 2). As these 
recommendations should then be taken on board in a Member states policy and budget, they 
are, together with the EU budget, the key instruments in implementing the EU 2020 strategy 
(Ibid.). 
The Europe 2020 strategy is built around five headline targets in the areas of employment, 
research and development, climate and energy, education and the fight against poverty and 
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social exclusion (European Commission: Public Consultation, 2014; 2). Specifically, the 
Commission set out a series of action programmes, called "flagship initiatives," in seven 
fields that are considered to be the key drivers for growth. These are:’’ innovation, the digital 
economy, employment, youth and education, industrial policy, poverty and resource 
efficiency’’ (European Commission: Public Consultation, 2014; 2). Summarizing, the 
economic growth strategy of the EU should be smart through more effective investments in 
education, research and innovation; sustainable through a low-carbon economy; and 
inclusive with a focus on job creation and poverty reduction (European Commission: EU 
2020, 2016).  
Even in this very brief explanation of the EU 2020 strategy the overall economic dimension is 
clear. Surely, the EU 2020 strategy is an economic growth strategy but some of the goals, like 
social cohesion, seem to be more embedded in the cultural-social sphere. The overall 
objective of the EU 2020 as a strategy to guide Europe towards a sustainable future solely 
through an economic governance system seems to be problematic. It also portrays an 
imbalanced view with regard to other policy domains in the social and cultural sphere. Now 
the EU 2020 strategy is mainly conceived as a partnership between the EU and its Member 
States, driven by the promotion of growth and jobs (European Commission; Public 
Consultation, 2014), where it should be a partnership driven by the wellbeing of Europe’s 
citizens. The Commission does, however, identify a lot of important factors that adhere to 
wellbeing in a non-economic sense, like social cohesion, education, innovation and the fight 
against social exclusion. But again, it would be problematic to think that these goals could be 
achieved through the means of a narrow economic governance system. Research on economic 
growth and social cohesion in the EU Member States shows that more social cohesion and 
inclusion leads to sustainable economic growth, not the other way around (Amendola & 
Dell’Anno 2015; 297). Atkinson & Marlier (2010; iii (cited in Amendola & Dell’Anno 2015; 
298)) state that ‘’promoting social inclusion will create a society that is more stable and more 
just, which is an essential condition for sustainable economic growth and development’’.  
Therefore, EU 2020 should shift its focus from an economic growth strategy, to a strategy on 
creating safe, stable and just societies in the EU. Promoting economic growth would, of 
course, be a big part of this strategy but it should not push the relevance of other policies to 
the margins. The practical output of the EU 2020 strategy is largely dependent on its 
governance method. Therefore, the central governance mechanism of EU 2020, the Open 
Method of Coordination (OMC) will be discussed next.  
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5.1 Open Method of Coordination  
 
The Open Method of Coordination, which is now the central governance mechanism in 
Europe 2020, is referred to as the ‘’archetypical model of new governance’’ (Copeland & Ter 
Haar 2013; 21). According to the Commission, the OMC is a light but structured way of 
cooperation between the EU Member States (European Commission; strategic framework, 
2016). This cooperation relies mostly on exchanging good practices that contribute to 
improving the design and implementation of policies, without regulatory instruments (Ibid.). 
As stated by the Commission: ’’The OMC creates a shared understanding of problems and 
helps to build consensus on solutions and their practical implementation.’’ (Ibid.). 
The OMC was initially welcomed with optimism. However, the absence of any legal binding 
measures quickly created scepticism concerning its effectiveness and ability to influence and 
improve the Member States’ policies (Copeland & Ter Haar 2013; 22). Working without 
regulatory instruments is obviously challenging. It can be perceived as a modern and open 
way of sharing best practices, but it requires a lot of discipline and dedication of the Member 
States, as compliance is on a voluntary basis. There is the naming and shaming principle that 
could persuade the Member States to comply, in order to not be the ‘’worst kid in class’’, but 
especially regarding social and cultural policies this in itself does not have to be reason 
enough to comply. Furthermore, the fact that non-compliance with the OMC cannot be 
sanctioned in court, or in any other way for that matter, ensures that the Member States are 
indeed ‘’Masters of the Treaty’’ as the European Court of Justice states (in Smisman 2011; 
518).  
More research on the effectiveness of the OMC as a working method demonstrates this same 
issue, but could also help us in terms of identifying possible adjustments that could constitute 
in better compliance. Among the first policies that were implemented through the OMC, and 
are still scrutinized in academic debate, are the European Employment Strategy (EES) and 
OMC in social policy. These OMC were put in place to provide an alternative for EU 
integration in areas where the EU’s competences were weak and could perhaps even be a step 
towards legislation in these areas (Pochet 2005; 73). This objective links closely to the 
concept of the ‘’spillover effect’’ (Haas, 1958), meaning that further integration in one field, 
leads to integration in other areas. As this concept is currently also applied towards the 
cultural sector, it is interesting to review in the light of this study. The cultural spillover effect 
will therefore be discussed in paragraph 5.2.1. First the discussion on the effectiveness of the 
OMC will be continued. 
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The main difference between the EES and the social OMC lies in its legal basis. As the EES 
sits in the economic policy domain it has a different legal status than the social OMC. The 
OMC has no binding legal measures, but in the case of the EES country-specific 
recommendations can be made. In a comparison by Pochet (2005; 73), the EES is portrayed as 
a top-down level OMC, meaning that there is few discussion between the Member States and 
the EU on the content of the policy and that naming and shaming is the consequence of not 
complying. This type of governance goes more in the direction of centralization (Ibid.). The 
social inclusion OMC, on the other hand, is a bottom-up movement with the involvement of 
local and regional actors. This OMC was portrayed as a more experimental approach going in 
the direction of decentralization (Ibid.). When including the point made about inclusion and 
gaining legitimacy on EU policy making, the latter option comes across as more attractive. 
These bottom-up movements are definitely worth researching more in terms of how policies 
and also politics will evolve in the future. However, the first the EES seemed to have more 
impact on the national level after all, but also to a large extent due to the salience of the 
subject of employment vs. social policies. From this, it is made clear that salience and legal 
status are factors in the effectiveness of the OMC. As cultural policy has no legal status with 
regard to the European Semester, this could be interesting to explore in further research. In the 
articles of Visser (2009) and Copeland & Ter Haar (2013), we find that country-specific 
recommendations are made by the Council on the proposal of the commission. Even though 
the effect of this method is contested, it could be a step forward to include country-specific 
recommendations for cultural policy the as well.  
5.2 The OMC in Cultural Policy 
 
In this section, the practical implications of the OMC as a method of governance in the EU 
cultural policy domain is discussed. Through the OMC, experts from ministries of culture and 
national cultural institutions from the different Member States are called together in meetings, 
five to six times over eighteen months. In this meetings the exchange of good practices and 
production of policy manuals and toolkits are discussed (Council 2014; 4). These manuals and 
toolkits are then widely shared throughout Europe by means of setting a good example, but as 
mentioned above without any regulatory instruments. In addition, every four years, the EU 
Member States decide on which themes the OMC should focus on in the Council Work Plan 
for Culture every three years.  
In terms of agenda setting, this means that the cultural actions taken up on a European level 
(or not) are highly influenced by national issues. There is not one overlapping European 
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authority like the Commission that sets the agenda and can hold the Member States 
accountable for not meeting the demands. Copeland & Ter Haar (2013) find that the Member 
States only take policy measures if they see it as a priority themselves. And Büchs (2009) 
provides us with the insight that the way in which policy is perceived at the Member State 
level is very highly shaped and constrained by internal and external forces. What this 
statement implies is that national priorities can also be shaped by internal and external forces. 
Therefore, the influence of lobby groups and NGO’s should also be taken into account. Lobby 
groups can operate on a Member State level but also through the Members of the European 
Parliament (MEP’s), from which policy measures can be influenced by means of presenting 
amendments. Strengthening the cultural lobby in terms of salience and money is where 
improvements could be made. 
  
In the current Council work plan 2015-2018 the following priorities are set out: Accessible 
and inclusive culture; Cultural heritage; Cultural and creative sectors: creative economy and 
innovation; Promotion of cultural diversity and culture in EU external relations and mobility 
(Council 2014; 4). Also, the proposed working method is agreed upon in this Council work 
Plan. Next to the OMC, which remains the main working method, depending on the purpose 
different working methods can be used like: ‘’informal meetings of officials from Ministries 
of Culture; ad-hoc expert groups or thematic seminars convened by the Commission; stock-
taking meetings organised by the Commission; conferences, studies and peer learning 
initiatives’’ (Council 2014;5). The Commissions’ role in these meeting is only the one of 
facilitator, they do not chair or participate in the OMC meetings. This shows that the role of 
the Member States is really significant in this field, they decide on the agenda setting and on 
who is attending the meeting.  
The Commission does issue reports on the relevance and efficiency of the Council Work Plan 
for Culture. The main observations, in the last Commissions report on the Work plan for 
Culture 2011-2014, where that the OMC adds value through mutual learning and the 
exchange of best practices, but fails to impact national policy sufficiently and include civil 
society (European Commission; 2014). The lack of the EU to include civil society in general 
was also mentioned earlier when discussing soft power (in paragraph 2.3). In this outcome of 
the Commissions’ report lies the assumption of the weakening attractiveness of EU, here 
again the benefits of enhancing the EU’s soft power through strong cultural values could be 
argued. The importance of creating a legitimate basis for implementing policies is made clear, 
as well as the inclusion of views and interest of others, in this case civil society. A good 
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example of civil society acting on the cultural level is the platform for Cultural Creative 
Spillover, as will be described next. 
5.2.1 Spillover effect 
 
The application of the concept ‘’spillover effect’’ to the cultural sector, is a relatively new 
phenomenon but interesting to investigate by means of enhancing cultural power and the 
spreading of its effects. The concept of the spillover effect originates in the neofunctionalist 
theory on European integration developed by E.B. Haas (1958). There is much academic and 
political debate on this as a theory of European integration, often putting the more 
supranationalist theory of neofunctionalism against the intergovernemental theory of 
European integration leading toward decentralization. For the scope of this study, however, I 
will limit this section to the notion of the cultural spillover effect.  
The general concept of a positive spillover effect on EU integration is that: further integration 
in the economic sphere will lead to spillovers, and integration, in other sectors (Haas, 1958). 
A broader definition that can be applied to all policy areas is provided by the Cultural and 
Creative Spillovers stating that: ‘’we understand spillover to be the process by which an 
activity in one area has a subsequent broader impact on places, society or the economy 
through the overflow of concepts, ideas, skills, knowledge and different types of capital. 
Spillovers can take place over varying timeframes and can be intentional or unintentional, 
planned or unplanned, direct or indirect, negative as well as positive’’ (Cultural Creative 
Spillovers, 2016). Through a cooperation of several Arts Councils, cultural organisations and 
agencies that represent the interests of the cultural sector, research is done on the consequence 
of investment by public or private stakeholders in the arts, culture and creative industries. 
Underlying this research is the plea for a more holistic approach of cultural policy and a 
cross-sectoral approach of the spillover effects from different policy areas (Fleming 2015; 4).  
 
This research is put into practice through a wikispace (website) on the spillover effect of 
cultural and creative sectors, encouraging more funds from public and private investors. The 
wiki present hundred pilot cases on cultural cross-overs and spillovers, as a way of presenting 
the tangible effect of cultural and creative spillovers. With the earlier mentioned need for 
more bottom-up initiatives and the inclusion of civil society, this provides a good example for 
other sectors as well. Moreover, with regard to the flagship initiative on a Digital European 
Agenda, this pilot could be considered as a test case for other policy areas. Reviewing this test 
case over the coming years would be interesting for future research, in terms of establishing 
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whether the salience of cultural policy is enhanced and if there is evidence of cultural and 
creative spillovers into other sectors.  
5.3 Creative Europe 2020 
 
Culture provides an additional key dimension in European integration, as it is positioned 
between the economic and political spheres. ‘’Culture is a powerful tool for communicating 
values and promoting public-interest objectives that are broader than wealth creation. It not 
only creates wealth but also contributes to social inclusion, better education, self-confidence 
and pride in belonging to a historic community’’ (Nogueira & Prutsch, 2015). This statement 
reflects a position that could be used in defence of this entire study, but it is actually the 
background against which the Creative Europe 2014-2020 was launched. The Culture 
Programmes that have led up to the Creative Europe programme have been discussed 
extensively in chapter four so these will not be mentioned again. But what stands out from the 
former programmes is that Creative Europe includes a cross-sectoral sub-programme 
consisting of two parts: ‘’financial guarantee, managed by the European Investment Fund, to 
make it easier for small operators to access bank loans; funding to support studies, analysis 
and better data collection with a view to improving the evidence base for policymaking’’ 
(Ibid.). These are important improvements that adhere to the calls for more funding in the 
cultural sector and providing evidence for a more integral involvement of cultural policy. 
 
Elaborating on the funding issue, an important question that has not been addressed to this 
point is how much money there is and where it ends up. The Creative Europe Programme has 
a budget of €1.46 billion for the period 2014-2020. This is 9% higher than the combined 
budget of the previous programmes (Nogueira & Prutsch, 2015). The beneficiaries of the 
funds are ‘’artists, cultural and audio-visual professionals and organisations in the performing 
arts, fine arts, publishing, film, TV, music, interdisciplinary arts, heritage and video games 
industries’’ (Ibid.). What is interesting to discuss, is how the money is divided between the 
different cultural sectors. €1.46 billion seems like a lot of money, but when looking at the 
division between sectors it is striking to see that at least 56% of this budget is allocated to the 
MEDIA sub-programme. This programme supports training, project development, and the 
distribution and promotion of European audiovisual works, thus mostly the film, TV and 
video games industry. When thinking about the costs and gains of a film or video game in the 
economic sphere this is understandable. But when thinking about the goals of the Creative 
Programme as presented at the beginning of this section, it is worth considering whether film 
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and video games are the best way to adhere to this.  
Around 31% of the budget will go towards the Culture sub-programme for performing and 
visual arts and the further 13% is allocated to the new cross-sectoral strand (Creative Europe 
UK, 2016). It is this latter strand that is actually most interesting when thinking of culture as a 
means of communicating values and in creating a holistic approach towards other policy 
areas. Also with regard to the challenges of the EU in terms of the refugee crisis, it is this 
strand that funds the call for projects on refugee integration that was mentioned earlier. 
Strikingly, the costs for facilitating the Creative Europe Desks and the financial guarantee 
facility which is planned for 2016, are provided from this strand as well (Creative Europe UK, 
2016). So with the payment checks of the employees, office rental, etc., it is safe to say that 
the funds for the cross-sectoral strand are marginal to the entire Creative Europe budget. 
Whether this is the outcome of a strong lobby in the film and video game industry is not clear, 
but this is a possible point of changing policy objectives and financial funds.  
Also, with regard to the feasibility of attaining subsidies through Creative Europe some 
practical points can be made. When attending an information meeting on the Creative Europe 
Programme, and talking to some of the artists and representatives from cultural organisations, 
they all made clear that the bureaucratic hazard of attaining a subsidy was so complicated and 
stressful that it was virtually impossible to complete for an independent artist.6 A cultural 
policy advisor of the Municipality of The Hague reaffirmed this in stating that the possible 
gain of approximately €200.000 is sometimes not even worth the trouble ‘’only start the 
applications process if you really believe in European cooperation and strengthening ties with 
cultural organisations from the other Member States and if you have the manpower for it’’.7 
As a result, there are a lot of small agencies popping up specialised in EU fund applications, 
but costs a significant sum of the money that is gained through EU funds. In the end this does 
not constitute in more money for the artists themselves. Surely, this is the case in any type of 
funding constructions. Perhaps through more focus on the objectives of cultural projects and 
paying less attention to the strict practical requirements, like the international component, 
opportunities for smaller projects could improve. 
 
Looking at the EU 2020 strategy and the Creative Europe Programme many of the same goals 
can be identified. Social cohesion, innovation, education and stronger financial position for 
                                                          
6 Information meeting for possible beneficiaries on the Creative Europe Programme (8 July 2014). 
7 Interview (unstructured) with superior level official on cultural policy at the Municipality of The Hague (21 
August 2014). 
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the cultural sector are shared objectives. Through more integration on the policy levels and 
more financial funds and focus for the cross-sectoral strand, this could be an interesting step 
forward. Here again, the holistic approach is preferred and the discussion on whether the 
means meet the objectives as set out can be included.  
The main task of the creative programme lies in improving the opportunity for bank loans for 
artists but yet they make it very hard to attain funds through the Creative Europe Programme 
itself. Especially in the field of performing artist and, as mentioned, in the cross-sectoral 
strand financial funds are low, while they probably need it the most. In these statements lie 
suggestions for further research on the feasibility of implementing and redirecting financial 
funds. When looking at the system of governance, it can be argued that the Creative Europe 
Programme should move from a funding programme towards further integration with the 
Council Work Plans for Culture. This would also imply redirecting finical funds accordingly 
to the importance of the topics, putting the cross-cultural projects closer to the top. 
Commencing on more integration into the OMC, country-specific recommendations could be 
proposed in the cultural field. Overall, regarding the arguments made on improving the EU 
2020 strategy and the Creative Europe Programme, we can conclude that setting a holistic 
goal and applying the policies and finances accordingly could be an improvement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32 
 
6. Analysis on the value of cultural policy in achieving the EU 2020 
targets 
 
In the final chapter the research question: ‘’can cultural policy provide a useful addition to 
strict economic policy? And how can cultural policy be used in achieving the EU 2020 
goals?’’, is answered step by step. The usefulness of cultural policy in addition to economic 
policy will be described by addressing the marginalized position of cultural policy and 
explaining why it should have a bigger part in policies in general. Elaborating on this brings 
us to the understanding of more a holistic approach of EU policy objectives. This plea is 
strengthened by including the importance of cultural policy in international relations. The 
analysis of cultural policy on achieving the EU 2020 goals will be built around the three main 
goals for the EU 2020 strategy, smart, sustainable, inclusive. By addressing these goals step 
by step, structural implications of cultural policy will be pointed out. Also, by looking at the 
EU 2020 goals from a cultural perspective, important additions can be made in order to 
achieve these targets in a sustainable and encompassing way. 
6.1 The holistic approach 
 
As for the first element of the research question, many examples have been provided to 
adhere to the achievements of cultural policy and argue for a useful addition to strict 
economic policy. Culture is often marginal to the political debate and put secondary to the 
economic and political objectives of the EU, whereas culture through language, education and 
the arts, ‘’provides the operating context for politics’’ (Howson & Dubber 2014; 5). The 
original goal of EU 2020 in 2010 when the commission stated its concern in making Europe 
future proof was ‘’to turn out stronger from the crisis en create a smart, sustainable, and 
inclusive Europe with high levels of employment, productivity and social cohesion’’ 
(European Commission, 2010). This ambition requires the wellbeing of EU citizens as its 
main objective, not simply the growth of Member States’ GDP. The focus should be on fair, 
just and sustainable societies that include economic welfare as a result of integral wellbeing. 
In reaction to the public consultation of the Commission, the ECF also states that ‘’the new 
ways in which our nations are organised should privilege societal wellbeing rather than solely 
economic growth and recognize the importance of culture in the wellbeing paradigm ‘’ 
(Commission & ECF 2014; 3). As noted earlier, but perhaps even more significant in this 
context, sustainable economic growth can only be achieved in stable, safe and inclusive 
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societies (Amendola & Dell’Anno 2015; 297).  
So even if it were only about the economic gain and the raising of a Member States’ GDP, the 
reliance on strict economic means would not be enough. Sustainable economic growth is 
embedded in societal wellbeing and should therefore be part of a more holistic policy 
objective. In a more direct sense of how cultural and creative industries support the economic 
growth of our cities, we see that they are labour intensive, providing jobs that are varied, 
fulfilling and socially beneficial (Howson and Dubber 2014; 5). But equally important is the 
immaterial paradigm that culture can put to the fore in ‘’lubricating trade and business deals, 
politics and diplomacy and opening conversations. As culture allows us to engage with 
difficult issues, they help build trust – so that a broader form of human relations and 
understanding can follow’’ (Ibid.). This immaterial power of culture brings us back to the 
importance of soft power as described at the beginning of the thesis. Incorporating these 
cultural effects of opening conversation, understanding new perspectives and creative 
thinking is a vital addition to strict economic policy, in achieving a sustainable 
implementation of the EU 2020 goals.  
6.1.1 Cultural policy in international relations 
 
To enhance this debate, a holistic approach of policy objectives and a bigger role for cultural 
policy, the importance of cultural policy in international relations is reaffirmed. The Council 
of Europe and UNESCO provide helpful statements in addressing this point. The international 
component of cultural policy was underlined by UNESCO during its convention in 2005 and 
reinforced by its Director-General stating that ‘’culture is a force for dialogue, tolerance and 
social cohesion and stands at the heart of sustainable development’’ (cited in Howson & 
Dubber 2014;5).  
Moreover, the Council of Europe has underlined the importance of cultural policy in 
European and international relations. In 1954 they signed the European Cultural Convention, 
which was the prime instrument for the Member States to express their commitment to 
cultural cooperation. The Convention of 1955 continues to provide a legal framework for the 
Council's action in fields such as education, culture and heritage. Currently, the main targets 
the Council of Europe promotes lie in the sphere of Accessible and inclusive culture; Cultural 
heritage; Cultural and creative sectors: creative economy and innovation; Promotion of 
cultural diversity and culture in EU external relations and mobility (Council 2014; 4). In their 
1997 report they address the largely economic and political domains of the EU by stating that: 
‘’However, this intensive search for new political and economic paradigms may well 
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overshadow the need also to re-consider long-term developmental objectives in the domain of 
"immaterial" well-being. This danger has been widely recognised; while much work has been 
carried out at international level in fields pertaining to environment, human rights and social 
exclusion, the field of culture has yet to be thoroughly tilled.’’ (Council of Europe 1997; 5). 
This quotation stresses the importance of the holistic approach to EU policy objectives and 
putting the societal wellbeing of EU citizens as a top priority. This also points to the 
marginalized position of culture in the EU policy domain, which the Council of Europe has 
projected on the marginalized position of people who do not feel included in the governance 
of the EU. Stressing this point the Council of Europe states that reinforcing the power of 
culture can ‘’bring the millions of dispossessed and disadvantaged Europeans in from the 
margins of society, and cultural policy in from the margins of governance. A new alliance 
between culture and development should enable this change to occur.’’(Council of Europe 
1997: 6). However, putting these issues side by side in a seemingly causal way is a bit of a 
stretch, it is important in reminding us of the effect culture can have in bringing people back 
in from the periphery of society. When thinking about issues as inclusiveness and fighting 
against social exclusion and poverty this is very significant.  
Inclusiveness can also be applied to the notion of growing nationalism and xenophobic 
tendencies. And as salience is one of the conditions for policy to be implemented fast and 
correctly, the notion of growing racist tensions and nationalism is still a point of focus. With 
everything Europe has experienced in terms of a financial crisis, the increase of terrorist 
attacks and even the UK’s decision to leave the EU stress the need for more social cohesion. 
Nevertheless, Europe seems to be experiencing growing xenophobia and minority issues. As 
Thorleifsson (2015) states in an article on Europe's thriving xenophobia ‘’Illiberal ideologies 
concerned with national borders and ideas about purity take advantage of polarizing atrocities 
to blame the actions of a few on many’’. The Compendium of Cultural Policies and Trends in 
Europe, 16th edition", applies a useful chart stating the possible social-economic effects of 
culture (see Appendix III for the full chart). Sections of these will also be used in the next 
section with addressing the EU 20202 targets specifically) but remaining on the issues of 
‘’intercultural orientation vs. xenophobia’’, it shows that social cohesion is one of the impacts 
of culture regarding this issue as well as the ‘’integration of refugees’’ (Council of 
Europe/ERICarts, 2016). 
To conclude it is made clear that cultural policy is actually a very necessary addition to strict 
economic policy, and in this lies also the incentive for a plea for a more holistic approach 
altogether. The holistic or integral approach sees economy, politics and culture not as 
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autonomous forces but as part the complete variety of means to shape society. The objective 
of the wellbeing of EU citizens should be the central objective, with an integral policy 
approach adhering to this.  
Doubts about the ability of practical application of this idea to EU policy is an issue worth 
addressing. As mentioned benefits of culture can be perceived as subjective notions, the 
reader has to keep in mind that they are used to express a certain point of view that is often 
overlooked. For the scope of this study, the focus is put on pointing out the imbalance in the 
use of culture policy compared to economic and political objectives of the EU, rather than to 
present solutions. Nevertheless, the question of practical application is very important and 
could benefit from further research. With concentrating on the specific targets of EU 2020, I 
do make some suggestions on how including cultural policy could lead to possible solutions 
by means of demonstrating the argument in a more practical way. And with regard to a more 
integral approach to cultural policy on EU level, some links to the Councils’ Work Plans on 
Culture are made. 
6.2 Cultural Policy and the EU 2020 targets 
 
The five specific targets are set out in EU 2020 strategy for a smart, sustainable and inclusive 
future of Europe. These targets include the areas of “employment, research & development, 
climate change and energy sustainability, education and Fighting poverty and social 
exclusion’’ (European Commission; EU 2020, 2016). In the discussion that follows, these 
topics are divided under the headings of smart, sustainable and inclusive. Obviously, 
separating the specific targets like this is only for the purpose of improving the readability of 
this section. In policy perspective, these targets should be perceived as overlapping and 
intertwining in the sense that one goal cannot be reached without the other. Smarter 
encompasses the education and Research & Development (R&D) section. The targets of 
climate change and energy sustainability are found under the sustainable section. And 
inclusive entails employment and fighting poverty and social exclusion.  
6.2.1 Smart 
 
The element of a ‘’smart’’ growth strategy in EU 2020 is here described by setting out the 
targets of education and R&D. The goal in education is ‘’reducing the rates of early school 
leaving below 10%, at least 40% of 30-34–year-olds completing third level education’’ and 
on R&D it is ‘’3% of the EU's GDP to be invested in R&D’’(European Commission: EU 
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2020). The importance of these goals do not need much explaining, but the objective of a 
‘’smart’’ society entails more than jobs and education. Being smart is based on creative 
thinking. And creative thinking leads to smart solutions on the issues portrayed in the EU 
2020 strategy, including societal, climate and energy issues. R&D stands out as it is entirely 
built upon creative and innovative thinking. To be creative you need the freedom and space to 
think outside of the box, and this is what culture can do. As Howson & Dubber (2014; 5) 
state: ‘’culture treads different ground. Instead of trying to solve such challenges through 
direct intervention, it creates the space where individuals can express, explore and re-imagine 
complex and difficult issues’’. With regard to the integral approach, the Councils conclusions 
on culture as a catalyst for creativity and innovation (2009) should be included. The Councils 
report reaffirms the above statements. ‘’Culture and creativity are inextricably linked. Culture 
lies at the source of creativity which in turn creates an environment that enables creativity to 
flourish; Culture, creativity and innovation are vital for the competitiveness and development 
of our economies and our societies and are all the more important in times of rapid changes 
and serious challenges; (Council 2009; 2). 
On the target of education, creativity and culture are helpful in reducing early school leaves. 
leave. Again, the Councils conclusions adhere to this stating that: ‘’arts and culture play an 
important role in education and lifelong learning, particularly as a means of promoting 
creative thinking, unlocking the creative abilities of people and helping develop new skills for 
new jobs in an evolving socio-economic environment’’ (Council 2009; 3). The reasons for 
early school leave need to be addressed as well. Research of Eurostat (2016) points out 
possible factors of early school leave like language difficulties, leading to underachievement 
and lack of motivation, and a lower socioeconomic status. This leads to ‘’young foreign-born 
residents having a higher tendency to abandon formal education prematurely. In the EU, the 
share of early leavers among migrants in 2013 was more than twice as high as for natives 
(22.6 % compared with 11 %)’’ (Eurostat, 2016). These are important facts that need to be 
considered in finding sustainable solutions. When including the notion of cultural diversity 
and the observations made in paragraph 4.4, it can be argued that culture would be useful in 
helping this group towards better social inclusion, which will lead to less early school leave  
In the chart on valued socio-economic effects of culture we see that innovation and creativity 
produce more opportunity for startup firms and creating social relevance for new ideas 
(Council of Europe, 2015). Start-up firms are big drivers for innovation and constitute to job 
growth and economic gain. Thus the links between culture, creativity, innovation, economic 
37 
 
performance and the wider economy, need further exploration as it is still largely 
underestimated (Council 2009; 5). 
6.2.2 Sustainable 
 
With regard to the sustainable goal in EU 2020, much attention is paid to environmental and 
energy sustainability. The specific targets are: ‘’reducing greenhouse gas emissions 20% (or 
even 30%, if the conditions are right) lower than 1990, 20% of energy from renewables by 
2020 and 20% increase in energy efficiency’’. Adhering to these goals is of course also 
clearly linked to innovation and creativity. Through innovation new ways of sustainable 
energy use can be found. And the role that culture plays in creative thinking is explained 
above. 
But when thinking of integrating culture into the climate and energy debate, there are 
interesting observations to be made when looking at the role artists and designers can play in 
solving these issues. This is actually something that is explored thoroughly in the Dutch 
government, as was conveyed in the interview with a cultural policy advisor of the Dutch 
parliament.8 The Ministery of Infrastructure and the Environment is working closely together 
with the design studio of Dutch artist Daan Roosegaarde in designing new creative solutions 
for energy and environmental issues. Currently, they started on a new design of the 
‘’Afsluitdijk’’ the famous Dutch waterworks (Schultz van Haegen, 2016), and a smart 
highway that charges electrical cars while driving. Roosegaarde is also famous for the Smog 
Free Tower, currently being tested in Bejing (China), that creates a bubble of purified air (see 
Roosegaarde, Projects: Smog Free Tower and Smart Highway). Stating these examples shows 
us how the inclusion of culture in energy and climate issues helps in finding sustainable 
solutions. By creating these new ideas, people are also stimulated to think outside of the box 
and think about new ways to shape the future of our planet. This is an important aspect of 
sustainability, as it should also be perceived as creating sustainable solutions and sustainable 
policies in general. On the socio-economic effects chart, we see that culture can influence the 
effectiveness of waste recycling and willingness to pay for greener economies and societies 
(Appendix III). 
When looking at incorporating the OMC, the Council’s Conclusions on cultural heritage as a 
strategic resource for a sustainable Europe should be included. In general cultural heritage 
plays a specific role in achieving the Europe 2020 strategy goals for a “smart, sustainable and 
                                                          
8 Interview (semi-structured) with intermediate level official at Dutch Parliament (1 July 2015). 
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inclusive growth, because it has a social and economic impact and contributes to 
environmental sustainability’’( Council 2014; 2). The impact of culture on the environment, 
however, is often more destructive than constructive. The main cause of losing natural 
resources is human actions, and as addressed earlier, at the basis of human behaviour lies 
culture. Exploring ways to include culture can also help in how humans perceive and treat the 
environment around us. Research by IFFACA (International Federation of Arts Councils and 
Culture Agencies) and Julie’s Bicycle (leading global charity bridging the gap between 
environmental sustainability and the creative industries) states that the relationship between 
the Arts and environmental sustainability is profound. ‘’Over the last twenty years the 
implications of what we take and make from natural resources has taken on new dimensions: 
our growing knowledge of environmental and ecological degradation is prompting us to 
reflect on environmental stewardship and our role as cultural custodians of the future’’(2014; 
5). Awareness on using cultural policy in achieving sustainability goals should be raised. 
6.2.3 Inclusive  
 
This final goal of inclusiveness is encompassing of all the goals mentioned above. An 
inclusive and holistic approach to all these goals is what lies at the basis of working towards a 
smart sustainable and inclusive future for Europe. The specific targets of the EU 2020 strategy 
on inclusiveness entail: fighting against poverty and social exclusion, with the target of at 
least 20 million fewer people in or at risk of poverty and social exclusion. And employment, 
with the target of 75% of 20-64 year-olds to be employed (European Commission: EU 2020). 
A strong cultural and creative sector can produce immediate job growth. The Joint Research 
Centre (JRC) of the European Commission has conducted research on this stating that: ‘’the 
economic performance of the cultural and creative sectors is now widely recognised: in 2010 
they accounted for 3.3% of GDP and employed 6.7 million people in the EU (3 % of total 
employment). Cultural and Creative Industries (CCIs) have also proved to be more resilient 
than many other sectors of the EU economy since 2008 and they have a higher growth rate” 
(JCR, 2013). As discussed earlier the impact of cultural job growth is not just economic but 
often also improves social, innovative and environmental domains, which can be considered 
as important spillovers of culture. 
Fighting social exclusion, however, can be considered to be the main all-encompassing goal. 
Social inclusion leads to employment, staying in school, general health and wellbeing, 
preventing radical ideas and being socially engaged. The prevention of radicalisation is a 
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salient issue. Therefore an example of a cultural project that targets this will be discussed. The 
Lampedusa mirror project (ECF: Lampedusa Mirrors) brings inhabitants from Lampedusa, 
refugees and theatre-makers from Italy and Tunis together in working on a play that expresses 
their fears and emotions.9 This is just a small example of how culture connects people and 
creates an alternate dimension in which issues and conflicting worldviews can be expressed 
and debated on. Expressions that in the ‘’real world’’ could lead to conflict and aggression 
can now be brought into the open through the Arts, which leads to mutual understanding and 
therefore, the prevention of radical ideas. As Howson & Dubber (2014; 5) state: ‘’culture 
provides a powerful means to engage people in issues they may otherwise fail to see or 
choose to ignore: issues of gender, sexuality, ethnicity, religion, community and conflict, and 
it can do so in a way that is both sensitive and at the same time brutally honest.’’ 
The Council Conclusions on ‘’Combating poverty and social exclusion: an integrated 
approach’’ recognise the multidimensional nature of poverty and advocate combating poverty 
through an integrated approach as described above. This integrated approach has been a key 
topic for the Dutch Presidency of the last half year. A report on the best practices of Member 
States in combating poverty and social exclusion adheres clearly to an integrated approach. 
‘’An integrated approach means looking at the individual (or household) situation from a 
broad perspective. It also implies recognition of the role of, and consequences for, a whole 
range of life-domains such as employment, health and long-term care, education and housing. 
And it requires constructive cooperation with all the parties involved, in the public, private 
and civil society spheres’’ (Klijnsma 2016; 4). 
The valued Socio-Economic effect chart shows that culture can constitute social cohesion 
through promoting a multicultural orientation vs. xenophobia and fostering civic participation 
(Appendix III). This again adheres to the idea of a holistic approach to policy objectives, 
which leads to the building of inclusive societies by civic participation in politics and bottom-
up initiatives. 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
9 Interview (semi-structured) with intermediate level official of the European Cultural Foundation (16 July 
2015). 
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7. Conclusion 
 
This research demonstrates the importance of culture in achieving the EU 2020 targets. The 
aim here was to point out that cultural policy is underestimated in its ability to achieve public 
community goals, and could provide for a useful addition to the strict economic policies that 
the EU is currently using. In order to make this research more relevant and practical, the 
assumption of the value of cultural policy was tested against the EU 2020 strategy, as this is 
the strategy designed to make Europe future proof again. When presenting the EU 2020 
strategy the Commission (2010) states that ‘’business as usual is over and it is time to be bold 
and ambitious’’. Adhering to the Commissions’ statement this research was dedicated to 
showing a new more bold and ambitious way in moving forward in EU governance through 
the inclusion of cultural policy, and not relying on strict economic governance as is being 
done in the past. 
To point out the imbalance in the use of cultural policy, possible benefits of cultural policy are 
put to the fore in a strong way. This comes at the expenses of the objectivity towards the 
possible achievements of other policy areas. But as this is a plea for pulling cultural policy out 
of the margins I deemed it verified to take this stand. By means of academic literature, 
document analysis on EU, national and civil society sources and semi-structured interviews, 
the usefulness of cultural policy were explored. This research showed that the value of culture 
actually provides a ‘’powerful currency in human relations’’ (see p. 5) in its ability to create 
new perspectives, increased social inclusion and improved quality of life. Therefore, it is clear 
that cultural policy would make a useful addition to strict economic policy. With regard to the 
value of culture in achieving the targets as set out by the EU 2020 strategy, it is made clear 
that creativity, innovation and social inclusion lie at the basis of successfully achieving the 
smart, sustainable and inclusive targets. As the value of culture in the realms of creativity, 
innovation and social inclusion is demonstrated throughout this thesis, the use of culture in 
achieving the EU 2020 targets can be considered highly valuable. 
Another important outcome of this study was that the application of the appropriate means 
toward the right goals in EU policy making seems to be distorted. It is clear that the EU does 
identify a broad array of objectives outside of the strict economic sphere that will contribute 
to making EU governance future proof, like social inclusion and intercultural dialogue. But to 
achieve this the reliance on strict economic governance seems imbalanced. Vice-versa for 
achieving the objective of economic growth, non-economic means have to be incorporated in 
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order to create stable and inclusive societies that lie at the basis of any sustainable economic 
development. These findings turned into the plea for a more holistic approach on EU 
governance altogether. The objectives of the EU should not be divided into different policy 
areas of economic, social or cultural governance, but should work together and reinforce each 
other in achieving integral objectives. This study underlines that the ‘’wellbeing of EU 
citizens’’ in its broadest sense should be the central objective of the EU instead of the growth 
of Member States’ GDP, with policies and financial funds applied accordingly.  
 
With thinking about better integration of current EU policy, suggestions have been made 
about the legal status of cultural policy as applied to the OMC, and the possible inclusion of 
country-specific recommendations. On the Creative Europe programme, the suggestion is 
made to move its competences from that of a strict funding programme to further integration 
within the Council Work Plans for Culture. Also implying more funding for cultural policy, 
especially in the cross-cultural strand. However, the viability of these ideas has to be tested 
through further research. With regard to future research there is much to gain in exploring the 
feasibility of implementing and redirecting financial funds in the cultural sector, both public 
and private. An interesting test case could be the cultural and creative spillover project, also in 
terms of more conclusion of civil society and as a possible success story of a bottom-up 
movement in the cultural field.  
The past decades the EU has suffered several blows on its legitimacy as a governance body. 
With changes on a global level and the issue of the democratic deficit, it seems the EU has 
lost some of the attractiveness it used to convey, with the UK’s decision of leaving the EU as 
a painful reminder. I hope that this study contributes in thinking about new ways to make the 
EU future proof again. The EU should continue in what it originality has set out to do, 
creating a stable and peaceful Europe. 
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Appendix I. Article 167 of the Lisbon Treaty 
 
Consolidated version of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European 
Union - PART THREE: UNION POLICIES AND INTERNAL ACTIONS - 
TITLE XIII: CULTURE - Article 167 (ex Article 151 TEC)  
 
Official Journal 115, 09/05/2008 P. 0121 - 0122 
Article 167 
(ex Article 151 TEC) 
1. The Union shall contribute to the flowering of the cultures of the Member 
States, while respecting their national and regional diversity and at the same 
time bringing the common cultural heritage to the fore. 
2. Action by the Union shall be aimed at encouraging cooperation between 
Member States and, if necessary, supporting and supplementing their action 
in the following areas: 
- improvement of the knowledge and dissemination of the culture and history 
of the European peoples, 
- conservation and safeguarding of cultural heritage of European 
significance, 
- non-commercial cultural exchanges, 
- artistic and literary creation, including in the audiovisual sector. 
3. The Union and the Member States shall foster cooperation with third 
countries and the competent international organisations in the sphere of 
culture, in particular the Council of Europe. 
4. The Union shall take cultural aspects into account in its action under other 
provisions of the Treaties, in particular in order to respect and to promote the 
diversity of its cultures. 
5. In order to contribute to the achievement of the objectives referred to in 
this Article: 
- the European Parliament and the Council acting in accordance with the 
ordinary legislative procedure and after consulting the Committee of the 
Regions, shall adopt incentive measures, excluding any harmonisation of the 
laws and regulations of the Member States, 
- the Council, on a proposal from the Commission, shall adopt 
recommendations. 
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Appendix II. Interview Questions 
How cultural policy is vital for achieving the Europe 2020 targets, smart, sustainable, 
inclusive 
  
1. What is your definition of culture? 
  
2. What are your ideas about the ''economisation of society'' (in the sense that something is 
valued through economic gain instead of, for instance, cultural or social gain) and the 
increasing cuts in cultural funding by governments? 
 
3. Does your work also entail the EU 2020 strategy or is it merely based on the Creative 
Europe programme? And what are you opinions on the effectiveness of these programmes. 
 
4. How is ''inclusive'' defined? And how does culture contribute to this? 
 
5. Do you see the promoting of inclusiveness through culture also as a means to battle against 
racism and xenophobia? 
  
6. How do you see the relationship between the EU 2002 target ‘’smart’’ and culture? In my 
opinion culture is essential to creative thinking and creative, do you agree? 
  
7. Same goes for the target ''sustainable''. When I look at this I think about creative solutions 
for climate change and other environmental issues. Do you think culture can also play a role 
in making people more aware of this problem?  
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Appendix III. The Socio-Economic impact of Culture 
 
Valued Socio-
Economic Component 
Issue 
Social Cohesion  - Intercultural orientation vs. Xenophobia 
 - Integration of disabled persons or refugees 
Innovation and Creativity 
 - Social relevance of new, unfamiliar ideas 
 - Opportunity for startup firms 
 - Propensity to entrepreneurial risk 
 - Artistic models for the development or 'testing' of new      
products and services 
Education 
 - Individualist vs. collectivist cultural perspectives on 
education 
 - Capacity and knowledge building 
 - Intercultural education 
Wellbeing and Health 
 - Psychological general wellbeing 
 - Prevention and therapy effectiveness 
 - Welfare costs 
 - Family cohesion & relationships between youth and elders 
 - Health beliefs: medical treatments vs. spiritual interventions 
Sustainability 
 - Effectiveness of waste recycling 
 - Socio-environmental responsibility 
 - Willingness to pay for greener economies and societies 
 - Population sustainability: In- and out-migration effects / 
change in social and cultural makeup of affected communities 
Economic Influences 
 - Business competitiveness through innovation 
 - Creative and cultural industries 
 - Tourism and attractiveness of destinations 
 - Cultural resources as driver for growth and employment 
opportunities 
 - Cultural sponsorship and patronage 
Communication and 
interactions 
 - Languages 
 - Cultural beliefs and behaviour 
 - Minorities and their legacy 
 Society and social 
behaviour 
 - Enhancing understanding and capacity for action 
 - Creating and retaining identity 
 - Modifying values and preferences for collective choice 
 - Building social cohesion 
  - Contributing to integrated community development 
  - Fostering civic participation 
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